Regarding the use of Hertz-Picciotto's criteria (2) , my point was to assess whether the EPA was justified in developing quantitative concentration-response information useful in developing an annual PM2.5 standard from these studies. Table 5 in my paper (6) was an attempt to do this; because both studies were of the same design, the criteria were applied to both the design and the two individual studies. I conduded (6) that none of the Hertz-Picciotto criteria for quantification of risk and setting air quality standards using [these] epidemiology studies are met.
I believe these are useful guidelines and that they do "contribute to a firmer scientific foundation for low-dose risk estimates and the ensuing regulatory actions"(Z).
I suggest that the tobacco analogy analysis provides evidence "that a given type of bias did ... occur" and that it did "quantify its direction and magnitude,"as stated by Loomis et al., within the limits of the data available. It was only possible to suggest possible sources of bias. 
